REMARKS 

This amendment is responsive to the Official Action mailed April 5, 2005, and is 
accompanied by a Petition for Extension and the required fee. Claims 25-30 and 46-67 are 
pending. No new matter is added. 

In the Official Action, claims 25-30 and 46-67 were rejected under 35 U.S.C.§102(e) as 
anticipated by Erdman (U.S. Patent No. 6,454,907). Claims 48-67 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C.§103(a) as unpatentable over Thoroski (U.S. Patent No. 6,649,203). 

Reconsideration of claims 25-30 and 46-67 is respectfully requested. The claims as 
amended or newly presented particularly and distinctly define the subject matter of the invention. 
The differences between the invention and the prior art of record are such that the subject matter 
claimed as a whole is not shown by the prior art to have been known or obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 

Thoroski fails to teach or suggest utilizing introducing heated egg shells comprising 
attached mineral and membrane matter into a vacuum environment whereby flash steam effects 
cause mineral and membrane detachment. Thoroski only applies a vacuum cleaner nozzle to a 
stream very much after upstream processes have caused all the detachment that can occur by the 
Thoroski method. 

Erdman fails to teach or suggest introducing a heated stream of two physically-attached 
solid materials which are moisture laden as well as being physically-attached into a vacuum 
environment so that flash vapor production of the moisture content causes physical detachment 
between the two physically-attached solid materials. 

The claims are allowable because the prior art lacks the steps of the invention as claimed, 
and fails to disclose or suggest any comparable combination of steps to that claimed, and 
providing the advantages of the invention disclosed and claimed only by applicant. Allowance 
of all the claims is appropriate and is hereby respectfully requested. 

Every effort has been made to particularly and distinctly defme the subject matter of the 
invention. The claims are definite, and are patentable over the prior art of record. The 
differences between the invention and the prior art are such that the subject matter claimed as a 


t 


whole would not have been known or obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art. 
Reconsideration, and allowance of all the pending claims, are respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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